Linguists have been working to develop objective criteria for distinguishing languages from dialects for well over half a century. The prevailing view amongst sociolinguists is that no objective criteria can be formulated. The aim of this study is to examine whether language processing can provide insights into this problem by comparing bidialectal behavioural effects to bilingual effects reported in the literature. Previous research has demonstrated that when bilinguals name an object in Lx while simultaneously processing a translation equivalent distractor word in Ly, naming times are sped up relative to an unrelated condition (Costa, Miozzo, & Caramazza, 1999). Using the same methodology, we evaluated whether a comparable facilitation effect arises when the distractor word is a dialectal or register variant of the picture name. Across 5 experiments we found no trace of translation equivalent facilitation. Instead, we repeatedly observed between-dialect and between-register interference, in contrast to the between-language facilitation effect. This behavioural divergence between bilingual vs. bidialectal processing suggests that this paradigm could provide an objective litmus tests for identifying the boundary between dialects and languages.
Introduction
Linguists have been trying to formulate an objective method for distinguishing languages from dialects for well over half a century. In linguistic circles, the language vs. dialect distinction is often drawn on the basis of size, prestige, and mutual intelligibility (Hudson, 1996; Wei, 2000) . All three of these criteria are problematic and can lead to artificial distinctions and inconsistent classification. Norwegian, Danish, and Swedish are granted full language status (prestige) despite high levels of mutual intelligibility, whereas Mandarin and Cantonese are classified as dialects of Chinese (low prestige), despite low levels of mutual intelligibility. In these examples we see situations where size and prestige conflict with mutual intelligibility. Wei (see also Hudson, 1996) argues that 'language' and 'dialect' cannot be objectively distinguished since they are socially and politically constructed. But what if languages and dialects were processed differently? If such a difference could be identified, might that offer an objective tool for addressing this complex and long-standing question? The aim of this paper is to evaluate the potential for just such a psychological approach.
The problem of distinguishing languages from dialects can complicate scientific and political enterprises. Simple questions such as 'how many languages do you speak' can become difficult to answer. If you speak two dialects of Chinese, are you a monolingual, bilingual, or bidialectal speaker? And what does the latter term mean, from a processing perspective? Psycholinguistic research has largely focused on monolingual and bilingual processing without considering the potential relevance or role of dialects. From one perspective, bidialectal speakers could be classified as monolingual, since they only speak one language. From another perspective, they could be viewed as similar to bilinguals who speak highly related, mutually intelligible languages. As more and more of the world's population becomes bilingual, interest in bilingual language processing has grown. A pervasive question within the bilingualism literature asks how bilinguals control the selection of the language appropriate to the conversational situation, avoiding catastrophic interference from the unintended language. Some models of bilingual language production propose that words, rules, and structures belonging to a language are bound together by a common representation that allows them to be activated or inhibited en masse (De Bot, 1992; De Bot & Schreuder, 1993; Green, 1986 Green, , 1993 Green, , 1998 Poulisse & Bongaerts, 1994) . These models use these grouping representations to accommodate the well-established finding that both languages of a bilingual are active during speaking (and listening). According to these models, representations from both languages receive activation, i.e., the flow of activation is not restricted to one language.
